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Dear Don, 



In writing you noew, rather than. awaiting yo\Jr retftxm home, I accomplish 
several objectives. First, * do not let trail, accumulate, about which I h?ve a thing. 
Then, if younlike, younand fiery have something additional to discuss on your long 
miles. Glad to get your 7/l6. 

I am especially t leased by the Itek letter because it confirms several 
special things for me and the viabil ty v long range) of my basic approach. If you 
recall, I went into some detail on the deliberate refusal to abide by the require- 
ments of the law not mandatory but desireeble) of Willis, in my very first writing. 
Here you see one» of tbs effects tnd it makes me, as increasingly ^ have become, 
less willing to assume that Liebeler’s departure from tje standards of his calling 
merely carelessness. If you can get a complete sot of very thing Itek has done on 
any of the pictures for whatever request, I f d like to have it. I am too well-known 
end my positions teoo-well argued to expect e friendly response. The exact language 
of their confirmation of the dark blob of Willis 5 as a man, for LIFE, would be 
orbicularly valuable. While you ere in Dellae, please not how this man would have 
to have been and compere that with their statement. I know of it only what LIFE said. 

Generally, I h^ve a distaste for whet on other subjects has attained 
a popukarity in the academinc cimmunity: examining one aspect, invariebly out of 
context. *ou cou'd n^t, in my belief, examine one aspect of the X film without 
keeping it in the context of the official use made of it. Eceryone says "we ere into re 
interested only is this and so" and thereby says what is not warranted end often 
winds up being misused by others. 

If it is possible to postulate a 41- frame operation aa a theoretical 
possibility for a (taster it is not remotely possible to postulate it for anyone 
else, and Oswald was a loust shot, ^iu do this in the context of an entirely 
unwarranted essunption, that all the shots came from the back. ?irst of ai 1, you do 
not have sufficient known^dle to make this presumption and next the evidence available 
to you and ignored by you does not warrant it. At the same time, you do the imper- 
missible, ignore the wounding of Tague (and other thirgs, such as the existing 
evidence of objects, undoubtedly bullets or fregementa) striking surfaces. n f this 
thore are numerous pi pictures to support the eyewitnesses. The 41- frame theory 
as an intellectual consideration lacks integrity and is unneeded for the basis of you 
study. I think it a serious error. And can you honestly separate it from the 
totality of the CBS dishonesty, where there was such a great percentage of misfires, 
wrong trajectories, uncompereble other things, like the target and situation? There 
8re other things that enter, for which I haven’t time. I’ve bad genuine experts 
fire my M— c end I’ve aeard their comments on the impossibility. 

How can you assume a single hit to Oonr.ally? 

What was Frazier’s range? Not what you assume. 15 yards. And none of the 
timing allowed for the initial sLghting-all rifle timing begins with the sound of 
the first shot. You eleo cannot separate the wind from the SS reconstruction. But 
it you are going to invoke it, do not invoke part only. Example: distance of target, 
which is different from FBI’s. Pruning: Hudson. Also, consider road repaving as 
reflected (but not my first knownledge) ist in contradictory West plats-rosd stripes. 

If I assume with you ho difficulty in 18.3 frame figure, I them have to t 
ignore what they suppressed, that it is not possible to time from camera, which is 
of variable-speed potential. It is operated by e single slide control, end the 
tightening of e verve for a single instant causes 48-freme operation, for as 

long as the finger is tighter. It can be but 8 few frames. I wish you’d pursue your 
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Alvarez shift comment in this context. Sorry you didn't inspect camera at 
Archives. Timing can be only with background in film. I an persuaded by Ray's 237 
by the physical reaction to the force of the shot, which would not have been 
delayed... .There is nothing that is Thompson’s that I will buy without checking 
for know nothing he didn't steal that holds up, including his photography. 

Ry ell means, discuss this with Mery. She end Arch have made their own 
Z observations and have inyeresting theories they were able to mention only 
briefly to me. Especially on toe number of frames and the possibility of run-down 
on the camera (it cuts off enti ely at a certain ptjnt, when the soring is running 
down. ‘ 



Wish I hed time for more thought and explanation. In addition to my 
regylar work load I have a batch of material I must finish with and return in 
two days, a large stack of clippings I need to examine closely and will have 
but once. 



You fellows should find Dellas a fascinating experience. 

One thing I forgot to mention to Gary: You might want to get on the tracks 
behind the post office on S. Mguston and consider how you exit with prisoners, iiy 
own recollection is teat you would via the £1111 ^t. spur, which is wbet I think 
happened with the "tramps". 

And I hope you do not, as some of the others seam to, find me to 
paternalistic. Sometimes I do feel this way with younger people for whom or whose 
work -t have regard or good intentions, but not deprecatingly. 

Best to you all. 
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